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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Objections 

1 . Claims 2-8 are objected to because of the following informalities: claims 2- 
8 are a duplicate of claims 10-16, respectively. The examiner treats claims 2-8 
being dependent on the base claim 1 . Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Haug et al. (US Patent No. 6292771 ) in view of llif (US Patent No. 
6022315). 

4. Regarding claim 1, Haug et al. disclose a method for translating a report 
generated in natural language into structured computer-understandable frames 
comprising: eliciting directed input as to a medical condition and symptoms {col. 
8, In. 57-67); using the directed input elicited to identify a disease signature 
corresponding to the medical condition and symptoms (col. 8, In. 57 to col. 9, In. 
15); the word properties include a likelihood that combinations of words in the 
lexical domain inter-depend and each word's inherent tendency to link with other 
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words (col. 7, In. 1-21); looking up the word properties for words used in the 
report in the lexical domain (col. 7, In. 1-21, the system must look up word 
properties before checking and combining); calculating for combinations of words 
used in sentences contained in the report a statistical likelihood that they inter- 
depend and identifying probable word links (col. 7, In. 1-67); semantically 
interpreting a nature of the probable word links (co/. 7, In. 55 to col. 8, In. 56); and 
generating the structured computer-understandable frames based on the nature 
of the probable word links (col. 8, In. 36-67). 

Haug et al. fail to disclose the step of using the disease signature to 
identify a lexical domain containing language information pertinent to the disease 
signature, the lexical domain having been programmed with word properties for 
words expected to be used with regard to the disease signature. However, lliff 
teaches the step of using the disease signature to identify a lexical domain 
containing language information pertinent to the disease signature (referring 
figure 10A or col. 35, In. 33 to col. 36, In. 67, depend on user's input complaint, a 
set of questions corresponding to that particular complaint is generated to prompt 
the user, and the user's response is recorded), the lexical domain having been 
programmed with word properties for words expected to be used with regard to 
the disease signature (referring figure 10A or col. 35, In. 33 to col. 36, In. 67). 

Since Haug et al. and lliff are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavors, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of invention to modify Haug et al. by incorporating the teaching of 
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lliff in order to enable the system to ask the user the right question to generate c\ 
relevant medical report. 

5. Regarding claim 9, Haug et al. disclose a method for translating a report 
about a patient, afflicted with a medical condition and symptoms, generated in 
natural language into structured computer-understandable frames comprising: 
identifying a disease signature corresponding to the medical condition and 
symptoms (col. 8, In. 57 to col. 9, In. 15); the word properties include a likelihood 
that combinations of words in the lexical domain inter-depend and each word's 
inherent tendency to link with other words (col. 7, In. 1-21); looking up the word 
properties for words used in the report in the lexical domain (col. 7, In. 1-21, the 
system must look up word properties before checking and combining); 
calculating for combinations of words used in sentences contained in the report a 
statistical likelihood that they inter-depend and identifying probable word links 
(col. 7, In. 1-67); semantically interpreting a nature of the probable word links 
(col. 7, In. 55 to col. 8, In. 56); and generating the structured computer- 
understandable frames based on the nature of the probable word links (col. 8, In. 
36-67). 

Haug et al. fail to disclose the step of using the disease signature to 
identify a lexical domain containing language information pertinent to the disease 
signature, the lexical domain having been programmed with word properties for 
words expected to be used with regard to the disease signature. However, lliff 
teaches the step of using the disease signature to identify a lexical domain 
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containing language information pertinent to the disease signature (referring 
figure 10A or col. 35, In. 33 to col. 36, In. 67, depend on user's input complaint, a 
set of questions corresponding to that particular complaint is generated to prompt 
the user, and the user's response is recorded), the lexical domain having been 
programmed with word properties for words expected to be used with regard to 
the disease signature (referring figure 10A or col. 35, In. 33 to col. 36, In. 67). 

Since Haug et al. and I lift are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavors, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of invention to modify Haug et al. by incorporating the teaching of 
lliff in order to enable the system to ask the user the right question to generate 
relevant medical report. 

6. Regarding claim 17, Haug et al. disclose a system for translating a report 
generated in natural language into structured computer-understandable frames 
comprising: a patient input module that elicits from a patient directed input as to 
the patient's medical condition and symptoms and, based on the patient directed 
input, identifies a disease signature corresponding the patient's medical condition 
and symptoms (co/. 8, In. 57 to col. 9, In. 15); the word properties including a 
likelihood that combinations of words in the lexical domain interdepend and each 
word's inherent tendency to link with other words (col. 7, In. 1-21); the lexical 
analyzer looks up the word properties for words used in the report in the lexical 
domain (col. 7, In. 1-21, the system must look up word properties before 
checking and combining); a parser/semantic interpreter module for calculating for 
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combinations of words used in sentences contained in the report a statistical 
likelihood that they interdepend and identifying probable word links (col. 7, In. 55 
to col. 8, In. 56); and a structured frame generator that creates the structured 
computer-understandable frames based on the nature of the probable word links 
(col. 8, In. 36-67). 

Haug et al. fail to disclose a lexical analyzer using a lexical domain 
containing language information pertinent to the disease signature, the lexical 
domain having been programmed with word properties for words expected to be 
used with regard to the disease signature. However, lliff teaches a lexical 
analyzer using a lexical domain containing language information pertinent to the 
disease signature, the lexical domain having been programmed with word 
properties for words expected to be used with regard to the disease signature 
(referring figure 10A or col. 35, In. 33 to col. 36, In. 67, depend on user's input 
complaint, a set of questions corresponding to that particular complaint is 
generated to prompt the user, and the user's response is recorded). 

Since Haug et al. and lliff are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavors, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of invention to modify Haug et al. by incorporating the teaching of 
lliff in order to enable the system to ask the user the right question to generate <\ 
relevant medical report. 

7. Regarding claim 25, Haug et al. disclose a system for translating a report 
about a patient, afflicted with a medical condition and symptoms, generated in 
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natural language into structured computer-understandable frames comprising: a 
disease signature identifier which identifies a disease from which the patient is 
suffering corresponding to the patient's medical condition and symptoms (col. 8, 
In. 57 to col. 9, In. 15); the lexical analyzer looks up the word properties for words 
used in the report in the lexical domain {col. 7, In. 1-21, the system must look up 
word properties before checking and combining); a parser/semantic interpreter 
module for calculating for combinations of words used in sentences contained in 
the report a statistical likelihood that they interdepend and identifying probable 
word links (col. 7, In. 55 to col. 8, In. 56); and a structured frame generator that 
creates the structured computer-understandable frames based on the nature of 
the probable word links (col. 8, In. 36-67). 

Haug etal. fail to disclose a lexical analyzer using a lexical domain 
containing language information pertinent to the disease signature, the lexical 
domain having been programmed with word properties for words expected to be 
used with regard to the disease signature. However, Miff teaches a lexical 
analyzer using a lexical domain containing language information pertinent to the 
disease signature, the lexical domain having been programmed with word 
properties for words expected to be used with regard to the disease signature 
(referring figure 10A or col. 35, In. 33 to col. 36, In. 67, depend on user's input 
complaint, a set of questions corresponding to that particular complaint is 
generated to prompt the user, and the user's response is recorded). 

Since Haug et al. and lliff are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavors, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
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art at the time of invention to modify Haug et al. by incorporating the teaching of 
lliff in order to enable the system to ask the user the right question to generate 
relevant medical report. 

8. Regarding claims 2, 10, 18, and 26, structurally analyzing the report to 
delineate between the sections of the report and between separate sentences 
(co/. 9, In. 17-51). 

9. Regarding claims 3-5, 1 1 -1 3, 1 9-21 , and 27-29, Haug et al. further 
disclose that the word properties include the syntactic and/or semantic properties 
of each word (col. 7, In. 1 to col. 8, In. 56). 

10. Regarding claims 6, 14, 22, and 30, Haug et al. further disclose that the 
likelihood ef that combinations of words in the lexical domain inter-depend is 
based on empirical statistics on how frequently the combinations of words in the 
lexical domain have inter-depended in preexisting reports (col. 7, In. 9-21). 

1 1 . Regarding claims 7, 1 5, 23, and 31 , Haug et al. further disclose that the 
inherent tendency of each word to link with other words is based on empirical 
statistics of how frequently that word interacts with other words and with what 
types of other words (col. 7, In. 9-21). 
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12. Regarding claims 8, 16, 24, and 32, Haug et al. further disclose that for 
novel combinations of individual words not stored in the lexical domain, the 
likelihood that the novel word combination inter-depends is estimated based on 
syntactic and semantic properties of the individual words {col. 7, In. 22 to col. 8, 
In. 20). 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Huyen Vo whose telephone number is 703- 
305-8665. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F, 9-5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Doris To can be reached on 703-305-4827. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 

Examiner Huyen X. Vo August 25, 2004 
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